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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study is to determine how post-Cold War NATO allies
have contributed to transatlantic relations, both in times of crisis and in times of
harmony. Their contribution, although less significant when compared to long-
time members’ military capabilities, takes various forms. Their support in times of
disagreement among allies over the Iraqg 2002—2003 issue proved to be more
valuable than was anticipated.

Therefore, my research is an introspective look at the events that marked
NATO’s evolution during the last fifteen years and their implications for NATO
members as units and for traditional transatlantic relations as a whole.

Successive NATO enlargements proved that each decision to add new
members reflected NATO’s priorities at that particular moment. Whether it was a
pre-Cold War enlargement or a post-Cold War enlargement, the decision
reflected NATO’s interests. Some of the decisions were predominantly military;
some were in accordance with the international order established after World
War Il. The post-Cold War enhancements had two major characteristics: the first
enlargement was more symbolic than the second because it erased the artificial
lines set by Yalta, whereas the second one was much more practical.

The geo-strategic position of the NATO candidates and their willingness to
join, prior to their formal invitation, were favorable factors, and the decisions
made regarding membership proved to have long-term, positive consequences.
New NATO members, particularly Romania, appreciated their new status and
participated actively in both NATO operations and in “coalition of the willing”.
Their equal participation in NATO-led operations and coalitions made a palpable
contribution to both NATO and to the transatlantic relations.
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INTRODUCTION

There were many reasons for choosing this research topic for my thesis.
Some were personal; some were driven by the holistic perspective presented at
the Naval Postgraduate School.

While some may consider the way a south east European country
performs in the international arena less relevant, for a country in the region it is
important to make periodical and realistic evaluations of the status quo,
especially since 1989.

Therefore, my research evaluates the changes that NATO membership
caused in the countries involved the last two NATO enlargements, 1999 and
2004. This research also considers how the new members can contribute to the
development of transatlantic relations. | chose to look at the transatlantic
relations only from NATO’s perspective, because not all the new members are
part of both NATO and the European Union. From all ten new entries: Estonia,
the Czech Republic, Latvia, Lithuania, Hungary, Poland, Slovenia and Slovakia,
only Bulgaria and Romania are not yet part of both organizations.

| argue in my research that no matter what NATO’s internal debates are
over different issues, the end result is stronger ties within the Atlantic community.
This was the direction new members were headed when they decided to support
U.S. actions in Irag. Can one imagine what the consequences would have been if
all of Europe had decided not to support the United States in Iraq in 20037 As the
year of this particular decision was called “annus horribilis” and transatlantic
relations were close to the freezing point, is not difficult to assess the negative
effects of such alternative.

As it was much criticized by the elder NATO members, the decision of the
newest members to support the United States in Iraq was more significant than is
generally thought. Besides the specific advantages that resulted from their



decision, the newest NATO members contributed to the maintaining and
development of transatlantic relations in the interest of reciprocal security and
stability.

NATO is an organization that, for more than fifty years, has managed to
survive profound transformation. The keys to its success seem to be a flexible

approach and appropriate adaptation mechanisms.

The general perception is that NATO was designed entirely as a military
organization meant to stop the spread of the Soviet Union’s expansionist policies.
One might argue, however, that the reason the Alliance still exists is because its
founding principles involved more than just containment. Its survival was
questioned at the beginning of the 1990s, since the Cold War had ended and its
purpose seemed futile. But events that followed proved its continuing necessity.
The issue of NATO relevance emerged due to the fate of its counterpart, the
Warsaw Pact which was established in 1955, six years after NATO. The Pact lost
its importance soon after the rise of the 1989 liberation movements in the former
Soviet sphere of influence, and it was expected that NATO would have the same
fate. However, it did not.

The natural questions are: what are the elements that make this
organization viable even though the security environment has changed
dramatically? What are the bonding materials that keep the member states
together? In cases of strong disagreements, why are they not going separate
ways? Moreover, why are other countries enthusiastic about joining the NATO
club? Why are they still knocking at NATO’s door? Is it a mirage or just a
necessity? Can the new entries make a difference? Can they really contribute to
the well-being of the Alliance or are they just safeguarding its farthest borders?

In the early’ 90s most political commentators were forecasting a gloomy
future for the Alliance. The international relations “landscape” had changed so
much after 1989 that a redefinition of the international order was believed
necessary. The United States, as a victor of the Cold War, pursued an
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institutional approach that remained consistent until the Iraq invasion in 2003,

when U.S. hegemonic behavior blossomed.

Until 2008 NATO was one of the most important vehicles of the
institutional international order. It was perceived as the sole guarantor of security
and stability in a very dynamic environment. Article 10 of the Alliance maintains
an open invitation for any European state to join the organization as long as the
principles and values that define NATO are internalized and respected.

Beginning in 1991, NATO’s roles and missions had been changed to
make it more suitable within a constantly changing environment, by the Strategic
Concept (Rome 1991 and Washington 1999) and the enlargement process
(Madrid 1997 and Prague 2002). The last two waves of enlargement, the fourth
and the fifth in NATO history, were the most unusual ones due to the former
status of the involved countries. They can be divided into three categories:
former Soviet satellite states (Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Hungary, Romania,
and Poland) new states born as a result of the disintegration of another state
(Slovakia and Slovenia), and new states born as a result of gaining their
independence from the former USSR (Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania).

The major question of this paper is: How do the new countries contribute
to a better Alliance, especially when issues are divisive its unity?

My research is divided into three parts.

The first chapter describes the security concerns of central and
southeastern European countries after the collapse of the Soviet Union and the
communist system. It charts the preparations and the political arrangements that
led to successive NATO enlargements and the raison d'étre behind those
decisions. | highlight some of the main events that not only mark the relations in
southeast Europe but also had important implications for transatlantic relations. |
show how in the process of accession, Poland arose as a platoon leader, a
status which was later put to the test.



The second chapter focuses on the second wave of NATO enlargement
and its implications on transatlantic links. A comparison among the states of the
second wave enlargement reveals Romania as platoon leader, whose status was

later put to the test.

The third chapter concentrates on Romania and its understanding of the
actualities of transatlantic relations. More important, this chapter analyzes
Romania’s perception of the benefits of active participation in the war against
terrorism and the implications of that for the transatlantic link.

The conclusions reached in the paper support my general hypothesis: in
spite of appearances, most countries, given the opportunity, can make a
contribution to the development of the transatlantic relations.

From its beginning, the North Atlantic Treaty Organization was what Henry
Kissinger called it a “troubled partnership.” NATO had experiened a succession
of serious crises: Suez Canal Crisis (1956), French president Charles de Gaulle’s
challenge to U.S. leadership of the Alliance (1958—-1966), the Vietham War,
United States—West European differences over détente with the Soviet Union
during the1970s and the deployment of Intermediate Range Nuclear Forces in
the late 70s to early 80s. Considering the pressure those crises placed on the
Alliance, the predictions made in American foreign policy about an imminent
transatlantic divorce do not seem so out of place. The history of repeated
transatlantic disagreements reached an all-time low point during the Bush
Administration between 2002 and 2003. President George W. Bush made his
first move toward reconciliation at the Brussels NATO summit in February 2005.

The interdependence of Europe and North America, the

transatlantic link, was forged from the bitter experience of the first

half of the 20" century that witnessed two world wars, a devastating
worldwide economic depression, and the rise of Communism.

The building of a strong, peaceful and prosperous Europe since
World War Il is one of the greatest triumphs of American diplomacy
and the current success of European integration would have been
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unthinkable without America’s strong commitment to European
security through NATO and the role of Europe's transnational
institutions.

After the Second World War, since 1947 when George Marshall
offered his vision for post-war reconstruction, the transatlantic
partnership has helped to build a more peaceful and prosperous
Europe. The great conflicts of the first half of the 20™ century were
followed by the Cold War competition of the century's second half,
which created the divisions of that time East versus West, the
Soviet Union versus the United States, the Warsaw Pact versus
NATO, communism versus capitalism.

Fifteen years ago the artificial line that divided Europe, drawn at
Yalta, was erased. Germany has been reunified, the EU and NATO
have embraced new members from Central and Eastern Europe,
and Russia stands with the United States and Europe as a partner
not a rival.

The 21% century is less than five years old, but already two major
events have had and will continue to have important effects on the
transatlantic link. The first, of course, was the attack by al-Qaeda
on September 11, 2001 and the second transforming event was the
Iraqg war, which plunged the Alliance for a time into a crisis of
confidence.1

Historical examples of the crises that the Alliance encountered are also
proof of NATO’s potential to overcome differences, as stated in the Washington
Treaty:

They are determined to safeguard the freedom, common heritage
and civilization of their peoples, founded on the principles of
democracy, individual liberty and the rule of law. They seek to
promote stability and well-being in the North Atlantic area. They are
resolved to unite their efforts for collective defense and for the
preservation of peace and security. They therefore agree to this
North Atlantic Treaty.

1 “The U.S. international strategy and the transatlantic link,” Betsy L Anderson, chief of
mission of the U.S. Embassy in Sweden; remarks delivered at University of Gotland with the
occasion of the Seminar on European and International Security, 15 September 2004.
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The Parties agree that an armed attack against one or more of
them in Europe or North America shall be considered an attack
against them all, and consequently they agree that, if such an
armed attack occurs, each of them, in exercise of the right of
individual or collective self-defense recognized by Article 51 of the
Charter of the United Nations will assist the Party or Parties so
attacked by taking forthwith, individually and in concert with the
other Parties, such action as it deems necessary, including the use
of armed force, to restore and maintain the security of the North

Atlantic area.2

2 Excerpt from the North Atlantic Treaty, Washington, 4 April 1949.
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Il.  POST-COLD WAR SECURITY ENVIRONMENT AND NATO
ENLARGEMENT

What was called, relatively recently, the “first” NATO enlargement is only a
time-related construct. The reality is that, chronologically, it was the fourth
enlargement since NATO’s establishment in 1949. The first such enlargement
included states that were behind the Iron Curtain for almost fifty years, and re-

born after the political changes of the early 1990s.

After the communist collapse, the security environment in Europe
declined, especially in southeast Europe. States formerly held together by
coercion or treaty provisions developed centripetal tendencies that evolved into
declarations of independence. The disintegration of states, ethnic revivals,
rivalries for resources, and nostalgia for the “big” and powerful state became
sources of instability and conflict. On top of this instability, the Warsaw Pact, the
only institutional framework that supposedly could provide security and stability in
the area, was dissolved in 1991. The rapid evolution from a communist to an ex-
communist country status triggered a search for an organization that could
guarantee their security needs. Their efforts were oriented toward NATO as the
only organization strong enough to provide security in a much-tormented region,
where countries were unprepared to deter or counteract new, asymmetric threats

on their own.3

Despite the inherent difficulties that most of the former communist states
have had, NATO maintained the “open door” policy outlined in Article 10 of the
North Atlantic Treaty. This policy gave central and southern European states the
incentive to approach NATO as the most viable and the sole security
organization that could answer their security dilemmas after the dissolution of the
Warsaw Pact.

A. SECURITY MILIEU AFTER 1990

3 Joseph Rothchild and Nancy Wingfield, “Return to Diversity: A political history of East
Central Europe since World War Il,” Oxford University Press 2000.
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The balance of power that characterized Cold War relations suffered a
fatal blow in late 1989. Its sudden demise enabled the victor of the Cold War to
assume the primary role in redesigning the new world order. Regional security,
which used to be approached as an independent factor, gained much of the
attention of the United States and Western European countries after 1990. This
was due to the dramatic events in the former Yugoslavia and the very unstable
political situation in Russia in the early 1990s. The breakdown of Yugoslavia and
the coup d’état in Russia, along with its gradual process of formal “separation”
from the central government, were the gravest events since World War Il

This high level of insecurity was a natural environment for arms and drug
trafficking (some of the countries developed constant routes of trafficking toward
Western Europe), organized crime, and corruption at the highest level. In
addition, this insecurity soon became fertile terrain for the infiltration of terrorist
organization elements. Despite the security umbrella provided by NATO to its
members, the threats grew closer and became less conventional. To address
these concerns, Western liberal democracies began to push for and speed up
the democratization of the formerly communist regions.

Sometimes, evidence gathered from different sources gives the
impression of a lack of authentic willingness on the part of powerful actors to
succeed in these actions. After exhausting all democratic means for preventing
conflicts, forcefully intervening in the name of democratic values, and imposing
the terms and conditions of a peace settlement, conflict can still arise. This was
the case in the former Yugoslavia, where, despite serious peacemaking efforts,
war broke out when Slovenia and Croatia declared their independence in 1991.
The Yugoslav National Army after engaging in two short wars with the newly
independent countries lost and was forced to retreat into its own territory.
Unfortunately, the declaration of independence then made by Bosnia i
Herzegovina resulted in a bitter and prolonged war. From 1992 until the 1995
Dayton Peace Agreements, Europeans witnessed a re-creation of the horrors of



Nazi concentration camps, culminating with Srebrenica in 1995, where
approximately 7,000 men and young boys were killed.4

When viewed within the larger context of the international arena, the
decade of the 1990s is notable for a critical repositioning of countries according
to an imbalance of power.
B. THE WINNER TAKES ALL

In the early 1990s, regional issues were mainly related to the violent
disintegration of the former Yugoslavia and the effects of the disintegration of the
former USSR.

In the early’ 90s, the United States, the indisputable winner in the Cold
War, was “forced” to prove its potential as a world leader because of the
increasing number of hot spots on the world map. Southeast Europe was no
exception. The former Yugoslavia had an unfortunate destiny. Being the most
progressive and market-oriented state from the former communist block,
Yugoslavia had a special status in the Euro-Atlantic community. A change in
leadership in 1980 with the death of Joseph Broz Tito corresponded to a change
in the international community’s perception of the Yugoslavian federation.

Traditionally, Yugoslavia represented a particular interest for the United
States and, to a lesser degree, for the Western European countries. The early
decoupling of Yugoslavian authorities (1948) from the Soviets was perceived by
the Allies as an encouraging sign of a break in the unity of the communist block.
It was also considered an opportunity to pursue an anti-Soviet policy right under
their nose, in defiance of the Soviet tight surveillance. Whatever had motivated
the Western Europeans countries and the United States to favor the Yugoslav
regime before 1989 was no longer an issue. In 1980, after Tito’s death, a much
more radical leader came to power: Slobodan Milosevic. He managed to
suppress every remnant of the autonomy that ethnic groups had had before the
fall of communism. After 1990, people still living within the boundaries

4 Steven L Lamy, “The Dutch in Srebenica: A noble mission fails,” The Institute for the Study
of Diplomacy 2001.
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established by World War |l regained the right to decide their own destiny under
their own desired authority. The result was a centripetal trend that took over the
country. A counter measure envisaged by the Belgrad central authorities was to
pit ethnic groups against one another. The authorities put into practice
aggressive policies by abusing on the national sentiments, instigating people to
commit ethnic cleansing, reactivating their memory scars, and overvaluing the
national pride of a “Great Serbia.” In retrospect, Yugoslavia showed all the signs
of a perfect candidate for a war theater. Now it is relatively easy to identify what
went wrong, and to see that the real motives were rooted deep in an intricate
system of national and international interests. A situation that results in war is
generally considered a diplomatic failure. Who’s to blame for this failure?

Between 1980 and 1989 ethnic clashes were noted in such regions as
Kosovo, where any outside intervention was inconceivable. But after the 1989,
ethnic clashes continued on the background of country disintegration. In such
condition, one can not help wondering why did not the Europeans and the
Americans stop this self-destructive trend before the situation became
unstoppable? Prior to 1989, an intervention was simply not an option to be
considered, and thus after the end of Cold War, it was just a matter of time until
conflict erupted.

In response to my question, there are two alternatives to consider.

First, early warning elements were either ignored or went unnoticed. As
America was unwilling to intervene, no matter the cost, the Europeans should
have done more to prevent the violent outcomes. Having neighbor countries
involved in an armed conflict or on the verge of conflict is a threat to the
surrounding countries as well. Experience shows that nearby conflict has a
tendency to spill over national boundaries. Besides, a war like situation is liable
to result in external intervention and arbitrary post-war settlements. The post-WW
Il settlements led to the establishment of Yugoslavian federation. Their arbitrary’
character was one of the causes of the post-1990 wars. The threats posed by
Yugoslavia were multifaceted, not just military, but also economic and social. For
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instance, consider the economic embargo imposed on Serbia, Yugoslavia’s
successor, which was intended to isolate and weaken the country. However, the
embargo affected not only Serbia, but also neighboring countries, particularly
Romania and Bulgaria, which depended on the commercial trade on the Danube
Delta.

The second possible answer to my question is the lack of political
willingness on the part of Western democracies to remedy the situation. They
were much more concerned with savoring their victories in the Cold War, and the
Gulf War which were the basis for a new configuration of the world order. The
attention of the most powerful countries was focused elsewhere. According to
John lkenberry, a war and its aftermath help the victors consolidate their world

position.5 lkenberry concludes that the history of humanity particularly registers
wars that become turning points and allow the winner to shape the world order
and influence politics: 1648, 1713, 1815, 1919, 1945. The type of conflict that
took place in the Balkans was arguably the type that could assure primacy in
world relations. However, the title of world leader is acquired not by fighting big
wars, but by winning smaller conflicts. Yugoslavia’s problems revealed
vulnerability of both Europe and America.

Another aspect of the southeast Europe scene after 1989 was a rapid
decline of the economic situation. The former communist countries had formed
an economic framework that shaped their national economies. Once the
framework was dissolved that is the Council for Mutual Economic Assistance,
COMECON, so were their economic ties.

The economy is still most negative element countries during transitional
period. The collapse of the communist system had a domino effect across the
entire ex-communist block and in all domains of their cooperation. The economy
suffered the most because the market in which the countries usually operated
suddenly disappeared. Along with this, the currency dropped in value

5 John Ikenberry, “After victory: institutions, strategic restraint and the rebuilding of the order
after major wars,” Princeton University Press, 2001.
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dramatically in just a couple of years. Rapidly, lifetime savings were not worth a
dime. Unemployment grew dangerously and the living standard seemed
comparable to the communist period, with a few exceptions. This economic
instability characterized the first two years and, in some respects, the following
years of the post-Cold War development. Against the background of this
economic and social turmoil financial schemes created an illusion of a better,
more luxurious life with no effort.

In the international arena, the Iraq invasion of Kuwait in 1990 received
prompt and undivided attention from the main actors on the both sides of the
Atlantic. Within transatlantic relations there was no sign of potential
disagreement. The Iraq intervention was a clear-cut situation for the allies. The
intervention against Iraq was unanimously considered a legitimate response to
the aggression and an immediate and, thus, forceful response faced no veto from
any member of the UN Security Council. Although NATO was not formally used
in the military operations, member countries sent their troops to the theater,
bringing valuable experience to the intervention.

Regarding organizational changes, NATO had to reform from within due to
outside changes in the early 1990s. Although NATO was originally a military
organization, the political component gradually became predominant. The brisk
adaptation of the organization in the face of changes seems irrefutable proof of
the validity of the inner mechanisms that propel the Alliance. This kind of proof
supports the assertions by those groups of political commentators who did not,
and do not support the dissolution of the Alliance.

NATO changed its strategic framework in order to regulate its defining
principles in keeping with its actions. The first Strategic Concept was presented
early in November 1991 at the Rome summit. The document acknowledged and
welcomed the “profound political changes” which were then reflected them in
further definitive actions. Another challenge was the increasing prospect of
multidirectional threats which are much less predictable. NATO must be prepared
to face any challenge that might arise. Some threats were identified as “adverse
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consequences of instability...and serious economic and political difficulties,
including ethnic rivalries and territorial disputes.”®6 Some concerns were raised
after the 1990-1991 Gulf War by NATO strategists who drew the attention of
decision makers to the importance of maintaining a constant level of security and
stability at Europe’s periphery. The underlying objective of the Alliance remains,
however, the same: to safeguard the freedom and security of all its members.
What had to change was the approach; that had to encompass a broader
typology of threat. The fundamental operating principle also remained the same:
‘common commitment and mutual cooperation among sovereign states in
support of the indivisibility of security of all its members.”” The attributes that
characterized the 1991 Strategic Concept were flexibility, mobility, improvement,
adequateness, and effectiveness.

Eight years later (1999), NATO chose to again refine the Strategic
Concept. What were the changes that triggered this redefinition?

In 1992 war broke out in Bosnia i Herzegovina. In fact, a state of war was
the prevailing condition throughout the Yugoslavian region until the Dayton
Peace Agreements in 1995. In 1993, the Republic of Slovakia declared its
independence from the Czech Republic. In 1994, NATO launched an initiative
called the Partnership for Peace, whose purpose was to bring non-NATO
countries closer to the Alliance and also to tailor their military capabilities toward
interoperability with the goal of full membership.

In the same year, the concept of Combined Joint Task Forces (CJTF) was
endorsed by NATO. The concept encircled the objectives proposed in the first
Strategic Concept: a more flexible multinational force able to respond adequately
to a broad range of threats. In 1995 NATO had its first out-of-area operation, in

Bosnia i Herzegovina. NATO air-strikes were a response to the parties’ non

6 NATO Handbook, “The Alliance Strategic Concept’; text also available at:
www.nato.int/docu/basicstxt/b911108a.html, accessed 10 January, 2005

7 NATO Handbook, “The Alliance Strategic Concept”; text also available at:
www.nato.int/docu/basicstxt/b911108a.html, accessed 10 January, 2005
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compliance with a cease-fire imposed by the United Nations. NATO acted at the
specific request of the UN. Later, based on another UN request, NATO assumed
a further role in implementing the military aspects of the Dayton Peace
Agreements and thus contributing to the reconstruction of the state. The two
missions undertaken by NATO were the Implementation Force (IFOR) followed
by the Stabilization Force (SFOR). They lasted from 1995 to 2004, when the
SFOR concluded its mission. SFOR was handed over to a European mission,
ALTHEA, which is mainly focused on the reconstruction and the development of
the economic mechanisms, while also maintaining the level of security and
stability.

Signs of transatlantic disagreement began to attract public notice in the
late 1990s. Lack of a common enemy, differences of opinion on a second out-of-
area military operation (Kosovo in 1999), and a steady increase of U.S.
domination in transatlantic relations brought traditional Allies to the brink of
divorce. The first visible and undeniable sign of discord resulted from NATO’s
Kosovo air strikes in 1999. Allies did not share the same opinions about NATO’s
forceful intervention. Following the successes in Bosnia i Herzegovina by the
Implementation Force and Stabilization Force the Alliance assumed the
prerogative to duplicate them in Kosovo without the endorsement of a UN
Security Council resolution. Not surprisingly, this created tension among allies.
Most of the Western European partners raised concerns about the legitimacy of
the Kosovo operations, and were visibly disturbed and frustrated by the United
States’ self-assumed leading role.

Although the first post-communist enlargement of NATO was a moment of
joy and pride for the new entries, it was a disappointing and frustrating moment
for the applicants who were still on the “outside.” In the meantime, the New World
Order began to take a more recognizable shape. Despite the Western allies’
unwillingness to yield to any concession in friendly confrontation with the most
offensive U.S. realist strategies, no strong and firm position was taken. Some
Allies, especially France and Germany, openly showed and declared their
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discontent with U.S. practices. However, their political statements were not
backed up by definite measures, military or economic.

The first turning point in transatlantic relations was marked by the
1997/1999 NATO enlargement. In 1997, at the Madrid summit, three ex-
communist countries were invited to begin accession discussions. These
countries were Poland, the Czech Republic, and Hungary. The decision was
politically driven rather than militarily, affirmation which down the road was
confirmed by those states’ behavior and attitudes.

In April 1999, NATO celebrated fifty years of existence. It was a moment
of reformulation of the basic principles of the Alliance. However, the eight years
following the end of the Cold War were marked by a series of events that
permanently changed both the Alliance and international relations.

C. COLD-WAR WAVES OF ENLARGEMENTS

Soon after the end of World War |l the next logical and natural step was a
division of power among the victors. Within five years the intentions of all sides
became clear. Western Europe, which came out of the war in ruins, was
vulnerable in the face of Soviet “aggression.” America had to choose: either
leave the Europeans to deal with the Soviets on their own, or not. The solution
chosen was very pragmatic and to some degree selfish. Europe and America
had positions that were mutually beneficial. Every helpful action that the United
States took in the years immediately after WW Il pointed in this direction.

The North Atlantic Treaty was established in 1949 with twelve founding countries:
Belgium, Canada, Denmark, France, Iceland, Italy, Luxembourg, the
Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, the United Kingdom, and the United States of
America.8 Following the geographic lines of the founding states, the Alliance
strengthened certain parts of Europe. On its northwestern flank were Denmark,
Iceland, Norway, and the United Kingdom; on its western flank were Belgium,
France, Luxembourg, and the Netherlands; on its southwestern flank were Italy
and Portugal. This left the central and southeastern flanks to the Soviets. None of

8 NATO Handbook, NATO Office of Information and Press, 2001
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those European countries played a leading role in any aspect of the post war
European affairs. Therefore, in the following years, NATO pursued Article 10-
type policies with the goal of increasing its effectiveness in a potential conflict
with the Soviet block.

In 1952 Greece and Turkey became NATO members, although their
differences over Cyprus were well known. By accepting these two countries,
NATO achieved two objectives in one shot. First, Europe’s south flank was
reinforced. Second, the Alliance was able to implement pivotal deterrence over
them. In a 1975 case, the U.S. Congress imposed an arms embargo on Turkey
as a result of the Cyprus invasion,9 in which Turkey used U.S. military
equipment.

The geo-strategic positions of both countries were additional criteria
considered in accepting them into the Alliance. Their acceptance served NATO-
member countries’ interest in controlling access to the Balkans and the Middle
East and protecting trade routes. The importance of the Alliance’s flanks
fluctuated. The increase or decrease of their importance depended on the
specifics of the environment and countries’ interests. During the Cold War, for
example, the importance of the southern flank declined. It was revived early in
the '90s with the Gulf War, when military strategists were forced to reconsider

their plans.

It is true that during the Cold War the security environment was different.
However, the Alliance brought under its umbrella two countries that, historically,
had fought or maintained a high level of animosity. The cold calculus of costs and
benefits, which must have been the rationale behind the decision, was doubled
by accomplishing a fragile balance of power. The Alliance took an “either we take
them or they will” approach. The decision was largely defined by the Soviet threat

9 Specific UN documents did not acknowledge it as an invasion, but as an intervention.
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and its embedded competition and perpetual confrontation. Additional
considerations were related to the sea openings and the economic routes from
the Middle East. Statistically,

Mediterranean countries provide 24% of the European Union
member states energy imports, 32% of the imports of natural gas
and 27% of oil imports. However, there is a disproportion among
the EU member states who are reliant on the producers of the
Southern and Eastern Mediterranean; Spain, France, ltaly, Greece
and Portugal derive 24% of their oil supplies from their region;
Spain, Greece, France, ltaly, and Portugal derive 42% of their gas
supplies from the region. Europe is linked to the supply from the
region via the Transmed pipeline carrying Algerian gas to ltaly, via
Tunisia and to the Maghreb-Europe pipeline to carry Algerian gas,
via Morocco, to Spain and Portugal. An electricity interconnection
has also been on stream between Morocco and Spain since
1995.10

By the middle of the ‘90s, NATO strategists considered it appropriate to
redefine the importance of the region due to its recent evolution. At the 1994
summit, the Alliance made public the guidelines that would shape the Alliance’s
policies in the region. The U.S. Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense, Joseph
Kruzel, presented them.

Today the real threat to European Security comes not from the

northern region, where much of the attention of the Alliance is

focused, but in the south, where existing conflicts and potential for
catastrophe are pervasive...for NATO, the Mediterranean, rather

then the Elbe, has become the front line for a variety of security

issues ranging from the spread of extremism and uncontrolled
migration to the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction...11

The next NATO enlargement was even more interesting than the first. In
1955 West Germany had been accepted as a member. Negotiations had begun
in 1950. In the decade since the end of war, it became more evident than ever
that a Europe without Germany was weak and vulnerable to the Soviets.

Besides, there were several occasions when America was not focused on

10 Fotios Moustakis, “The Greek-Turkish relationship and NATO”, Frank Cass, 2003
11 |bid 9.
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Europe: the establishment of Israel in 1948, followed by restlessness in the
region and North Korea’s 1950 attack on South Korea. These events
demonstrated the necessity and importance of having a much more self-reliant
Europe. West Germany had to be part of it to balance the USSR’s intentions to
monopolize the country. In fact, a few months after West Germany’s acceptance
in NATO, the USSR signed the Warsaw Treaty with the East German authorities,
thus conferring state prerogatives.

Beginning in the 1950s for the first time in its history, NATO added an
essential political role to its traditional military function. This new political role
focused first on the integration and supervision of Federal Republic of Germany.
It then broadened to include maintaining stability in postwar Europe and
maintaining some balance among the European powers.

During the Cold War, enlargement decisions were based on the needs of
both military strategies and foreign policies, policies that focused on Soviet
containment. By the late 1960s, confrontation between the United States and the
Soviets occurred throughout Europe: in 1956, the Hungarian upraising; in 1961,
the Berlin crisis; in 1968, Prague spring. In the late ‘70s and ‘80s, the U.S.-Soviet
confrontation migrated to unsettled areas, such as the U.S. war in Vietnam and
the Soviet war in Afghanistan. Those two conflicts were perceived as indirect
confrontations between two superpowers for gains in areas of influence, but also
for pride and reputation. The relative “peace” of the Cold War signaled the
installation of a certain comforting situation agreed to by the two blocks. East-
West relations were close to the null point. In a bipolar world the distribution of
power between equal parties is reduced to the “null hypothesis.” Conversely,
between unequal parties, power is measured by the distribution of influence.12

The third NATO enlargement took place in 1982, when Spain was
accepted as a member. At the time, Spain was emerging from a transition period
(1975-1982), a civil war (1936-1939), and the Franco dictatorship (1939-1975).

This enlargement was not as spectacular as the previous ones. Spain was

12 T. RISSE-KAPPEN, “Cooperation among democracies” Princeton University, 1995
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experiencing internal difficulties with ETA and its successive attacks. The country
was also involved in international disputes with the United Kingdom and Morocco
over the Gibraltar Strait.

D. FIRST WAVE OF ENLARGEMENT AFTER THE COLD WAR

As early as 1995, NATO conducted a comprehensive study on
enlargement that focused on central and southeastern European countries. The
study outlined steps aspirant countries had to take in order to be eligible for
membership. The steps included compliance with the basic principles of the
Washington Treaty and fulfillment of certain political, economic, and military
criteria. Among the multitude of criteria, a few were specifically designed for
countries that had a communist legacy. The criteria included the existence of
functioning democracy, a market economy, willingness to solve any dispute with
neighbor countries, respect for minority rights, and willingness to contribute
militarily and achieve interoperability and to create consolidated democratic civil-
military relations.13

The first post-Cold War enlargement was a decision full of symbolic
importance. The enlargement study reflects throughout the Alliance’s perception
on Europe. The Yalta lines that divided the continent had to be erased and a new
security architecture had to be created. To some extent, this enlargement was
compensation to states that had recently come out of a harsh fifty-year reality.

Let us take them separately.

Hungary’s transition from communism started in the late 1980s when the
Hungarian economy began to take small but steady steps toward market-
regulated mechanisms. These changes were approved by the National Assembly
and were favored by the Hungarian communist party. Political changes, however,
came later. In 1990, free elections were held for the first time in almost fifty years.
Compared to Poland and the Czech Republic, Hungary showed more political

and economic stability, a circumstance that encouraged foreign investments.

13 “Enlargement, what does it means?” text available at:
www.nato.int/issues/enlargement/in_practice.htm

19




And, in a relatively short time, Hungary achieved spectacular economic growth.
By early 1995, however, these gains had been diminished by differences
between the socialist government led by Gyula Horn and the opposition led by
Istvan Csurka (after the death of Janos Antall in 1992)14 over the privatization
issue. The national currency was rapidly devaluated. Unpopular actions taken by
the Hungarian government -- including cuts in welfare programs, measures taken
to reduce the foreign debt, and a budget deficit -- resulted in reduced economic
growth. In early 1996, the authorities announced an austerity budget and welfare
program.

One of the criteria required by NATO was the development and
maintenance of good relations with neighbor countries, with whom the issue of
minority rights was always on the agenda. A major step toward confidence-
building and reassurance was the Hungarian-Romanian friendship treaty, which
stands as a model in other cases. After negotiations, the treaty was signed in
1995 and ratified a year later.

The market economy that began to develop as early as 1980, flourished
after 1989, as a result of the U.S. aid program. Between 1990 and 1995, the
Hungarian economy received an influx of U.S. aid totaling more than $217 million
dollars. In addition, the first foreign investor in the Hungarian economy was the
United States.15

Czechoslovakia’s transition from communism to democracy was one of
the most peaceful on the European continent. Its “velvetiness” also characterized
its 1993 from Slovakia. Of the entire block of communist countries, only the
Czech Republic managed to design and apply such a successful economic
transition, through the use of voucher system and with the help of U.S. aid,
totaling $145 million dollars.16 Its foreign policy was marked by thorny relations

with its biggest northern neighbor, as a result of the expulsion of the Sudeten

14 Michael J. Faber, “Hungary the party system from 1963 to 2000,” research paper (June-
August 2000), University of Northwestern.

15 U.S. Congressional report on Hungary
16 U.S. Congressional report on the Czech Republic
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Germans after World War Il. These relations seemed to be on the path toward
conciliation, as both sides signaled that they were ready to bury their historical
resentment.

On an optimistic but moderate note Czech President, Vaclav Havel
expressed his country’s wish to join the Alliance: “while the European Union
focuses on political and economic integration, NATO constitutes an irreplaceable
instrument for collective defense of these values.”17

Poland was the biggest country to enter in the first wave of enlargement in
every aspect: population, territory and military capabilities. The problems to be
overcome were in accordance with its size. Poland’s foreign relations had been
influenced by the Solidarity movement during final years of the Cold War. This
increased the trust of Western democracies that Poland could develop opposition
forces strong enough to overthrow the communists. The Solidarity movement’s
very existence offered a good chance for change.

The U.S. Department of Commerce designated Poland a “significant
market” soon after 1990. Consequently, Poland received substantial U.S. aid,
during the same time span as Hungary and the Czech Republic (1990-1995) that
totaled $805 million dollars. In addition, in 1993 U.S. exports came close to a
billion dollars. Subsequently, Poland’s determination to achieve NATO’s
requirements was proportional with the level foreign aid. Among the foreign
investors, the United States held one of the highest positions.18

Poland’s political leaders made several declarations both before and after
their invitation to join NATO that described their perception of the event. The
foreign minister at the time, Bronislaw Geremek, explained publicly the reason for
Poland’s desire to join NATO: “is an alliance which has put its immense military

17 Vaclav Havel, “A Chance to Stop Exporting Wars and Violence,” Transitions, December,
1997.

18 The numbers used were retrieved from Congressional Report Support (text available at
www.fas.org/)
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might in the service of fundamental values and principles that we share. NATO
can make Europe safe for democracy. No other organization can replace the
Alliance in this role.”19

It is fairly easy to make assessments of countries contribution based on
the financial figures. They are good indicators of country’s intentions and point
out the direction where the country is focusing its resources. Foreign aid helped
the countries to channel their efforts is certain directions. Therefore, it can be
deduced that the policies of positive inducements were more productive than
using coercion. This was the case of the three new NATO members, which
responded better to financial incentives rather then using means of coercion.

In spite of NATO’s relatively early preoccupation with the construction of a
“whole and free” Europe, the Alliance’s best action took place in 1994. During
that year, the Partnership for Peace program was launched as a tool to carry out
multiple tasks. The tasks were devoted to achieving the political goals NATO
aspirants were required to attain, as well as the acquisition of a certain degree of
military interoperability and the promotion of NATO’s norms, practices, and
values. The Partnership for Peace encouraged the growth of democratic values
in central and eastern Europe. The increased importance of NATO’s political role
was demonstrated at the London summit in 1990, when the Alliance invited
several communist countries to send military personnel as liaison officers.
Gradually, the level of cooperation increased. In 1991, NATO invited all the
former Warsaw Pact countries to become members of the North Atlantic
Cooperation Council, later the Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council. The newly
formed NACC’s tasks were to promote cooperation and help the democratization
processes in central and Eastern Europe.

The NATO enlargement process was simultaneous with its transformation
from a Cold War military organization into a leading politico-military organization
in a unipolar world facing a wide range of threats. This multilateral role became

19 Bronislaw Geremek, Address on the occasion of accession protocols to the North Atlantic
Treaty, December, 16, 1997.
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even more evident when, in 1994 NATO also launched the Mediterranean
Dialogue, an initiative that opened lines of communications and cooperation with
Egypt, Jordan, Morocco, Tunis, Alger, Mauritania, and Israel.

In this context, the Madrid summit in 1997 represented the natural and
logical next step. Although the new entries -- Poland, Hungary, and the Czech
Republic -- did not completely meet NATO’s requirements, in 1999 they became
full members. During the two years between NATO’s invitation and the
Parliaments’ ratification of the treaties, the Alliance conducted periodic
assessments of the new entries, the sine qua non condition of existence in a

collective security organization.

Although the first wave of enlargement was never acknowledged as either
a failure or a complete success, the general opinion of the older allies was that it
was too soon and too politically dictated, rather than militarily and economically
substantiated. Thus, the first NATO enlargement was accompanied by a lot of
criticism; from both outside and inside. Critics went as far as calling it the “most
fateful error of American foreign policy in the entire post-cold era, due to
American support of the second wave of enlargement.”20 In addition, NATO’s
move toward the east could “inflame nationalistic, anti-Western and militaristic
tendencies in Russian’s public opinion.”21 To some extent the criticism was right,
because Russia, the USSR successor, did not regard favorably the continuous
spread of its former enemy.

Another critique of the first enlargement process, which is applicable to the
second wave as well, concerns the decision process. The consensus NATO
required became much more difficult to achieve when the number of members
increased. There were a few proposals to reconsider the decision-making
methodology; however, none of them were consistent with NATO principles.

20 George Kennan

21 Bronislaw Geremek, Address on the occasion of accession protocols to the North Atlantic
Treaty, December, 16 1997.
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It has been said that in the 1990s NATO became the vehicle of
democratization in central and east Europe. That may be so in the sense that
aspirant countries had a permanent incentive to acquire the necessary
membership requirements. The first three countries, for example, were
committed to democracy long before the “NATO carrot was dangled before
them.”22

NATO went through several stages of self-evaluation after the end of the
Cold War. The main goal was to define NATO’s current role and the first wave of
enlargement was one of th<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>